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PER CURI AM

Leroy Brown seeks to appeal the district court’s order denying
his notion filed under 28 U . S.C A § 2255 (West Supp. 2001)." W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s order and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of
appeal ability and dismss the appeal on the reasoning of the

district court. United States v. Brown, Nos. CR-92-62; CA-97-193

(WD.N.C. Aug. 16, 2001). W dispense wth oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

*

Brown filed his notice of appeal nore than sixty days after
the district court entered its order on the docket, see Fed. R
App. P. 4(a)(1l), and failed to obtain an extension or reopeni ng of
the appeal period, see Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5, (6). W have
jurisdiction to consider the merits of this appeal, however,
because the court’s order was not entered on a separate judgnent as
required by Fed. R G v. P. 58. See Hughes v. Halifax County Sch.
Bd., 823 F.2d 832, 835 (4th Gr. 1987) (finding that five-page
order did not satisfy separate judgnent where order contained
procedural history of case and district court’s reasoning). Thus,
t he appeal period never began to run so Brown’s appeal may not be
di smissed as untinely. See Quinn v. Haynes, 234 F.3d 837, 843 (4th
Cr. 2000).




